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ATSTRACT

The effects of differentially characterizine a model

as "eond", "bad" or "neutral" on preschool children's

BNl

subsequent evaluation of the medel and their imitation of

model’ s motor and verbhal, ageressive and nonaccressive
: ki

’

resronses were-examined. In ceneral. the model's ageres-

sive and motor behaviors were more frequently imitated by

S

Ss than his nonagecressive and verbal behaviors. While
instructions had the expected influence on Ss' stated

evaluation of the model, a positive relationship between

'Ss' evaluation of the model and their imitative behavior

was found only within the "zood" model conditiun. As

anticipated, Ss in the "food" model group engaced in imie

" tative motor ageressiocn more frequently than Ss in the

"bad"” and "neutral"” model eroups. Contrary to exnecta-

tion., the imitative responses of Ss in the "had" model

group were not less frequent that those of the "neutral”

model Ss.



Effects of Model Characterization on Preschool
“ Children's Evalunative, Imitative and Nonimitative Resvponses
Thomas L. Whitman and Susan ITlene Taubh
University of Notre Dame
Since the advent of national television, it has been
sugsested that the obseived increment of aggression, de-
linquency and crime in society is due to the emphasis on
violence in television programming. Research supporting
this position has been conducted by Eron (1963) who noted a
sienificant positive cqrrelation between violence ratings
of preferred television programs, as reported by parents,
and aggressive behavior of third grade boys, as rated by
peers in school. More recently, Eron. Huesmann, Lefkowitz
and Walder (1972) in a ten year follow-up study found that
the violence ratings of television shows preferred by sub-
E jeﬁts while in the third erade, were still significantly
;2{@ co;related with peer ratings of their aggressiveness at
ié age nineteen. The effects of television on aggressiye be-
i',ﬁ haviors have alsoheen studied in the laboratory. For
.C¥“§ example, Steuer, Applefield, and Smith (1971) rated

ageressive behavior of preschool children before and after

"lle 4
gﬁhﬁ television programs. Those Ss who saw the aggressive seg-

¥

'géiP they were shown tern minute segments of violent or nonviolent

ments sienificantly increased in interpersonal agegression
over their original haseline le.,els.
Within the child development literature, attention has

O _been generally devoted to an analysis of observatio%al




learnine and the variables affectinp its Adevelorment.
Multiple studies have suggested that chararieristic
0of the observers (such ac Adegree of se. -esteem, compotencs,
devendence and level of arousal) can influ-nce the extent
to which imitative resrcases occur (Gelfand, 1042: Kanaref?
and Lanzetta, 10A0: Jakubhszak and Walters, 1959: and Walters,
&
Marshall and Shooter, 1940). Likewise, model character-
istics have also been found to extensively effect the
prébability of matching responses occurring. Tor example,
models who are nurturant, prestigeful and who have control
over rewardines sources have been found to be more readily
imitated than models without these qualities (JTakubczak
and Walters, 1959: Randura and Huston, 1961: Selfand, 19£82).
Moreover, results by Réndura, Ross and Ross (19A1) suo-
gested that the sex of the model is an important factor
determining the extent of aggregsive imitation. Since
these studies often have Involved filmed models presented
via "tpleviﬁéon", they directly relate to the issue of
television's influence upon children's behavior. In eeneral,
this research suesgests that television models can exert
substantial influence on the observing child's behavior.

If the negative influences of certain television pro-
grams on children's behavior are accepted, the frequency of
occurrence of undesirable behavior can probably be re-
duced by censoring out "dangerous" television in the home

emvironment or by imposing standards upon the television

industrv. However. a less radical solution to this problem



is suegested by Bandura. Ross and Ross's {19643) study.
These authors questioned Ss'parents and found that one
means vtarents had used to discéurage chiidren's imitation
of television aggression was by labeling the behavior
modeled in a disanproving manner. Although the effects
of verbally evaluating model's responses have not been
directly examined, DeRath (.964) did find that imitative
behavior of children could be virtually eliminated by ad-
ministering prohibitive wverbal instructions regarding
specific aggressive acts.

The influence of evaluative statements concerning
the model rather than his behavior has, however, been
examined. Liebert, Fernandez, and Gill (1969) researched
the effect of verbally ascribing the characteristic of
- "friendlessness” to a film mediated model upon children's
-acquisition and imitation of the model's choice preferences.
Despite the fact that such a verbal ascription did not
influence imitation in thisz study, the way a model is
characterized remains a potentially important variable
affecting and for influencing the imitative process and it
needs to be more fully examined. That is, the characteri-
zation of a model as well as the actual characteristics of
the model (e.g., his sex and warmth) may be potent factors
affecting observer imitation. '

In the present study. model characterization was

examined as a possible factor affecting imitative behavior.



For different grouvs of Ss, the model was variously charac-
terized in a "good", "bad" or "neutral, nonevaluative”
fashion. In contrast to most other modeling research, the
model in this study displayed both aggressive and nonag-
gressive behaviors, thus allowing for the possibilityv of
selective imitation by the children. It was predicted that
a rositive model evaluation would facilitate imitation
<z while negative statements about the model would inhibit
imitation.
METHOD

Subjects.

The Ss, 33 males and 24 females, were enrolled in a
nursery school in South Bend, Indiana. Children ranged
in age from 39 to 8C months (X = 54.68).

One adult, a male undergraduate psychology student at
the University of Notre Dame, served in the role of model.
One female E conducted the study for all 57 children.

Materials and Apparatus.

For the purposes of this study, a videotape record of
the model's behavior was produced. The videotape was vre-
sented to the child via a Panasonic tape recorder and
monitor. For approximately nine minutes, the model per-
formed three times in sucrcession the following fixed se-
quence of aggressive and nonaggressive acts: Plac &s broom
between legs and rides it as if it were a horse, aims
gun at a Popeye doll (similar to Bandura's Bobo doll), uses

wooden mallet to hammer Popeye doll, rlaces Indian headdress




on head and dances, kicks Fopeye doll five times, and
marches around room in distinctive and stereotyped "soldier -
like" fashion. These acts are listed in the order that they
actually occurred on the videotape. Accompanying this
sequence of 3acts were the following resrective verbali-
zations: "Giddy-ur horsie", "bang-bang", "wham", "woo-

woo", “take that" and "march-march".

NDesign and Procedure

Subjects were assigned into three instructional groups,
two of which were experimental groups and a third which
served as a control group. One group of experimental Ss
was told by the E that the model was a "bad” boy while
Ss in another group were told that the model was a "good"
boy. A third group of Ss serving as conlrols was given a
nonevaluative description of themodel. The three groups,
.qounterbalanced for age of Ss, had approximately the same
ratio of male to female Sc (See table 1).

The E met each S within the setting of the usual pre-
school curricula. Ss were then brought inwividuwally into
an experimental trailer. The trailer had two large rooms,
with an additional small observation room with one-way
mirrors located 1in between them. The S was initially
seated in front.of the television monitor located in one
of the larger rooms. Depending upon his assigned model
characterization group, he was presented one of tne following

descriptions of the model:




Good = "The man you are going to see now is .

" Scott. Scott is a very nice man. He lives in a
big white house and has a brother and a sister just
about your age. Scoti is a good brother, he likes
to play. and is nhever a mnauvghty boy. He always

. does nice things for his brother and sister and-.
' they like him very much. They say Scott is the
' best brother in the world."”

Rad - "The man you are going to see now is -Scott.
Scott is not a very nice man. He lives in-a big
.white house and has a brother and a sister just
about youwrage. Scott is a .bad brother, he likes .
~ to play but he is always a very naughty boy.
He never does nice things for his brother and
sisteriand they don't like him very much They
say” Scott is a bad blg brother "
Neutral - "The man you are going to see now is
Scott. Scott lives in a big white house and has
a brother and a sister just about your age.
Scott has blue eyes and brown hair. He goes to
school and drives his car home at night. After
- he eats dinner, Scott watches television and
sometimes: reads a book." -
| After the model was characterized for the S, the video-
“tape presentation began. At the beginning of-thisitape
5preéentation,the,mode1 was shown standing.sfill. The
experimenter remarked that Fhis man was Scott.  The. tape
then-showed Scott.enacting?thé sequence of aggressive and
ndnéggfessive responses listed previously.

After the videotave production, S was invited to play
in an ad joining room where a variety of toys were available
that could be used in imitative or nonimitative responding,
The imitative toys included: . a broomstick with a horse's
'head. gun, Popeve doll. wooden mallet and Indlan head-
dress. .The nonlmltatlve toys 1nc1uded: plastlc farm anlmals.

a tinker toy set, dish set, crayons and paper.'rubber ball,

-]




twe;éolls. cars and trucks, and a cowboy hat.

At this voint,E, explaining to the child that she had
something to QO'and woula be juet outside the_doot. left
the child alone in the room for 15 miﬁuteé;

Duriﬁg this interval ,S's behaviornweé rated by two
' }

judges who observed the child through a one-way mirror 'in

the adjacent ebservatien rdog. The child's behavior was
classifiedAintoifixed response categories every five
asecends during this time period. At the end of the rating
' gession, E systematlcally questloned the Chlld. Two of the
questlons assessed S's perceptlon of the fllm model ("Was
he a good (nice) or bad (naughty) boy?") and six questions

w;_evaluated S's understanding of the concepts»ofigood and

bad ("If you hit someone, are you good or bad?ﬁ).

. Response Measures

The behevior of each S was cétegorized as: Aggre531ve
‘or nonaggressive; motor or verbal; 1m1tat1ve or nonimi-
tative, If a response was imitat1ve.:1t was further des-
cribed with regard_to the'accuracy’of_iﬁitation:a complete
or partial. 'Given these three ma jor respbnee-eategories.
this ciassification‘syetem generated 12're§ponse indices
(see. Tabhle 1). In scorlng the child's behaV1or. agreement‘
between Judees was high. w1th product moment correlatlon
coeff1c1ents belng in the . 90s., o

RESULTS B T

Three-way factorial analvses of varlances (model



Chﬂ%actprization ¥ Sex X Are) were conducted on each of the
twelve response measures. The aece factor resulted from
dividine Ss into two esrours, on thebemsis of whether they
were above or below the medisr are of S4 months. The mean
resronses for male and female Ss in the three model charac-
terization groups for each of the response indices are

rresented in Table 11,

o - . . . Sy W we W M A —a D - O A oD

Analysés of the three indices of motor zggression
(imitative, partially imitative and nonimitative) yielded
a sienificant result only for the martial imitative.response
measure., For this index there was/iharacterization main
effect (F=4.44, df=2,45, E-<'05)' Individual comparisons

| showed that the"goos"characterization group displayed more

partial imitative aggression (X=60.94) than the neutral
X=28.92; F=8.43, df=1,53, p<.01) and"bad"{X=37.08: F=4.05,
df=1, 53, E'<'05) grouns. There was no significant dif-
ference between these latter two groups.

Considering the three verbal aggressive indices,
males disvlayed more complete imitative responses than |
females (F=4.13, df=1,45, p €.05). No other main or
interaction effects were found to be significant for this
analysis or in the analyses of the partial imitative and
the nonimitative vérbal ageressive data.

Analysis of the three motor nonasgressive indices

revealed a significant characterization X sex interaction

(F=3.96, df=2.45, E'(.05) for the complete imitative response



index. While males showed no significant differencesbin
complete imitation under the various model characterization
conditions, females within the-good-characterization group
showed more;complete imitatite.nonaggressive behavior
than females in the neutral (F=5.00, df=1.51, p <.05) and e
had (F=4.89, d4f=1,51, p (.OS) groups., :Moreover.'females |
also showed more comnlete imitstjon than males when ex-
vosed to the "Zood" model (g;?.oo,'g§=1,51. p<£.025).
No other signiﬁicant main or interaction effects were found
upon examlnatlon of the other motor nonagrressife indices.'
Analvsls of the three verbal nonagsr .88ive indi ces also)
ylelded no S1gn1f1Lant results. - o
"The relatlve frequenc1es of motor to verbal hehavior
.w1thin the asyr9551ve and nonaggressive resvonse categories
were compared for all Ss. ﬂhen the measures of complete.
' partlal. and nonlmltatlve responses nere summed 56 of the
57 Ss were found to have emitted more motor than verbal
responses with both the aggress1ve and the nonaﬁgre551ve

i

catepor es. _ \
| Pecause of the extreme heterogenelty of‘varlance that
existed between uhe different response 1ndioes
nonparamterle statlstlcs were emploved to comoare the

‘ relatlve occunrface of age resslve.to nonaegreSS1ve re-:
sponses. ~In order to conduct these analyses. a simple
judgment was made for each-S concerninp whether he had

-’demonstrated more aegresswve, or more nonaggre551ve responses.

iR
Con51der1np f1rst the motor response data. a sizn test




revealed that 31gn1f1cantly more Ss- ner ormed imitative
‘(romplete and partzal comblned) apgre<31ve than imitative
Tnonappress1ve acts (43:13: 2= 3. 87, -r\< .001).: Tn confraqt.
more Ss rerformed nonlmlfatlve Ponavvreq51ve +han nonimi-.
‘tafvvp agqresquo-rpQﬂonses (54-3' 2=4.62, D <. 001)
‘Modeﬂ characterization” and sex wpre'“ot cienifinant as
effects analyses. When the 1mitat1ve and nnnwmttat:v: 
- motor’ hehavioral indices were simultaneously'éﬁnSidered.
model characterizations ware fOuhdjtordifféreﬁfialiﬁ
effect asgressive 2 é”*nnaegfeseive'behavior (X? = 6.14,
af = 2 p< 0.05: %ee Table 2). Iﬁdividﬁal X2 analyseq
'betwoen the model characterlzat1on groups indicated that
Insert Table 2 About Here &
oﬁly?fhe_gdod and ﬁeutral gfbups wéfé‘sigh%ficahtly dif-"
'fereia}t f‘ro-.m each other (X° = 6.0, df'é 1, ; '(o 025), with
the eood modnl group show1ng a hlgher proportlon of aggrps-
sive behaV1or than the neutra; model group @_No sex or
aEe effects were evident. ; P
| | Nonparametrwc pn:cedures were also applled in the
ahalysis-of.the verbalfresponse data, A 31gn test 1nd17;
cated that sighificantlﬁ'moreASék(25 6) pérfofmed moré 
im1tat1ve nonaggreqsive +han 1mitat1ve agare531ve res- .
ponses (Z ? 3 23, p < 0. 001) Modpl characterization
’ f_and sex. had no~§1pn1f1cant effeot in, e1ther of these

:”-ffanalyses.  When hoth 1mitat1ve and non1m1tat1ve responses

[}

- e
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were simultaneously considered, a sex offect was found

(¥" = a,0n, df = 2, n {0.0005), reflectineg the fact thut
2?7 of 24 female Se performed én aqual or greafer numbher
of nonarrcrecsive than asrressive resnonses, whereas, only
22 of the 33 male Ss responded in this fashion. The model
characterization effect was not significant.

In analyzins §§ response to questions concerning his
perceptions of the film model, a S was scored as reporting
the model to be "good" or "bad". TIf the S response was
either inarticulate or inconsistent, it was scored as
neutral. The results are reported in Table 3. A 52
analysis on this data revealed a significant model charac-

terization effect (X?=30.82, df=4, p £.001). Separate

52 analyses indicated that the bad model characterization

group was siesnificantly different from the neﬁtral group
(x°=28,43, df=2, p <.001) and the good group (X°=23.20,
df=2, p<.001) in their perception of the model. The good
and neutral groups were not significantly different
(x2=5.25, df=2, E<.o“5) from each other.
NESCUSSTON

In contrast to many other studies, the present research
showed the model engaging in nonaggréssive as well as
aggressive behavior (motor and verbal). This allowed the

children's imitative "preferences" for the four types of
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hehavior to bhe assessed. fenerally, Ss were foundvto imi-
tate with considerably rreater frequency the model's
arsoressive motor responses in comparison to the model’'s
nonaggressive motor responses. Tn contrast, there were
no reliable differences in the frequency with which S
imitated the model's ageressive and nonageressive verbhal
behavior.

The data also revealed some other general trends in
children's imitative and nonimitative behavior. Virtually
all Ss displayed more motor than verbal behavior. This
pattern was consistent for both the aggressive and nonag-
eressive resnonse categories. However, in contrast to
S3' motor imitative responses, which were more fregquently
acgressive, Ss' motor nonimitative responses were predomi-
nantly nonaggressive. Moreover, the children's verbal
fionimitative responses were almost entirely nonaggressive.
Thus, in general, children who were imitating were most
frequentlv also aggressive, while children who were engaged
in nonimitative behaviors were usually nonaggressive,

The Ss' high rate of emission of imitafive aggressive
response in this study could be related to their personal
histories of reinforcement for this type of behavior.

In contrast, the asgressive behavior of the model might

be viewed as being a more effective elicitor or disinhibitor
of matchine responses in S than his nonagrressive behavior.
In attempting to formulate an operational definition of

aggression, Bandura and Walters (1963) concluded that ag-
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gression was typically a high intensity response. Con-
versely, ﬁonaggressive%respopses have heen categprized
generally as being of lower infens&ty. IT %his dichotom&
is reliahle, it is possible that the "high intensity"
ageressive responses are more likely to be imitated
because they are more salient [(["attention-getting") than
the fless intense", nonaggressive responses.

- As anticipated, Ss in the"good" model characterization
group engaged in aggressive responding (partially imi-
tative) morg frequently than Ss in the neutral and. bad
model characterization groﬁbs. However, contrary to ex-
pectation,rgs in the "bad",modél group did not display

less imitative aggresdsion than Ss in the "neutral" charac-

L e : .
terization group. 1In addition, although not statistically

significant, a higher proportion of Ss in the "bgd"\
model than in the "neutral” modelngroup were characterized
as being dominantiy aggressive in fheir_behavior {See -
Table 2 | |

Luria's (1961) discussion of language and its control-

ling effects on behavior suggests an ‘explanation for the

.absence of fesponsé inhibition in Ss in the "bad" model

characterization condition.  In analyiing the interrelation
dfﬁlanguage development and behavioral control; Iuria

suggests that for the younger child, speech can initiate

" behavior but usually cannot régulate or inhibit it. In

L4

éontfast. he points. out that for the older child, speech
can both initjate and inhibit behavior.  Although no dif-

feréﬁceslwere'foundfin_thé present study in the imitation
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pattérns of younger and older Ss in the various model
characterization conditions, the children were all of

preschool age. Thus, consistent with Luria's contention

~it might be vredicted that even thcugh the bad model charac-

terization did not-inhibit the imitative behavior of the
vounger Ss in this study, such a descr%ption would inhibit
the behavior of older children.

" The correspondence that was obtained between S's
model characférization.and\his post-experimental verbal
evaiw:tion of the model, suggested that the evaluative
descriptions had their intended effects. Tha£>is, Ss in
the "good" and "bagd" characterigatidn groups viewed +the -
modellreSpectively as "good" and "bad". In contrast, the

"neutral"” characterization Ss were not uniform in their

. evaluation of the model. Moreover, the post-expefimehtal

questioning procedures alsb indicated that the Ss under-
stood the concepts of good and bad. Because Ss in tgg”good
instfuctionalmgBOup.viewed the model as good and imitatéd
his agegressive behavior more, this voints out that there

is at least a strong correlation, if not a causél rela-
tionship inlthis gfoup. betweenig's perception of the model
and the frequenéy with which S chose to emulate that model.

However, the fact that the "bad" and "neutral” model

' charadterizatioh groups' verbal evaluations of the model

'_ diffgfed,_but their imitation patterns were siwilar,

suggests an imperfecthcorrelation_betwéeh language and per-

4

formance. JMore $pecifica11y. ihe results indicated that



although Ss in the "bad" characterizétion group viewed the
model as baﬁ more often than Ss in the "neutral"” group, they
imitated the médel'S'behavior with about equal fréquency.
Thus, the fact that S views the model as Ead does not appear
" to reduce the probability of his imitating that model.
This result would also seem to support Luria's conteﬁtion
that the "language". of a younger child does not inhibit
. his behavior.
In studies similar to this dﬁe,'Which also used a male.
model (e.z., Bandura, Ross and‘éoss. 1961), sex differences
in aggressive behavior were frequently found with male
Ss performing more physical and verbal aggressive acts:
than females. In contrast, in this study, male Ss dis-
. played éignificantly mofe aggressive responses than female
Ss for only one ofmthe six indices of aggressive béhavior,
-that being for complete imitative verbal aggression. The
present study's failure to find the usual sex differences.
iﬁ aggression may-be due to S saﬁple Qifferences. For
éiample. Randura selected his subjects frbm uhiversity
preschools, whereas the children in this study were ob-
tained from a middle class, but_nonuniversif& nursery.

In summary, considering the specific issue of the ime
pact of observed model aggression on children's imitafive
behavior and the more genefal,issue of teleiision's:in;
fluence on the youthful observers' behavior. this study
makes‘fouf contribufions. .FigSt; it suggests that éhild-

ren are more likely tb*display imitative motor aggression
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‘when the model is described to them in positive teres.
However, the converse does not.seem to hold true., »

That iz,

.

s for whom the model was described in negative
“terms do not show a significant inhiﬁiﬁion in their imi-
tative responding. Second, it indicates that evaluative
comments ébout the model do have a consistent and marked
influence on how §.evaluatés a model. However, the results
suggest an imperfect relationéhip between S's verbal )
evaluation of a model and the model's influence on S's
imitative béhavior. Third, the study points'out that a
model‘s aggressive responses have.a higher probability of
beingz imitafed'by S than a model's nonaggressive behavioriv
Fourth, it suggests that middle class preschool children
are.mofe likely to imitate motor ‘in preference to verdal

-aggressive resnonses.
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.lTests for homogenity of varience for meny of the response measures in-
dicated heterogenity. For that reason all of the analyses of variance
@
discussed were also calculated using the data'éransformation y'= k + x + 1.
The results from these analy%es were virtually the same as those pre-

sented. For ease of interpretation, the results on the untransformed

daté.é;é presented.




TABLE 1

Mean Aggression and Noneggression Scores for Male and Female Ss

in the Good, Neutral, and Bad Model Characterization Groups.

Motor and Verbal Aégressive Responses

Complete Imitative Partial Mmitative Nonimitative
S Group Motor Verbal Motor Verbal Motor Verbal
Good Model
Female n = 7 _ 12.57 3.29 53.h43 .57 2.1%  .,00
Male n =10 19,40 11.10 67.30 .60 10.30 1.00
-
"Neutral Model =
. Female n = 9 3.33 3.22 29.67 Q0 7.56 1.67
Male n =11 -10.18 3.91 25.¢" .23 2.&5 3.45
Bad Model ;
Female n = 8 9.63 . 4,38 o 43,6, 25 8.63 .88
Male. n=12 - 17.00 7. 30.92 L2 10.67 2.33
Motor and Verbal Nonaggressive Responses
Complete Imitative Partial Imitative Nonimitative
S Group . Motor  Verbal Motor Verbal Motor Verbal
Good Model _ ' : _
Female n = 7 9.86 1.29 . 8.86 .00 90.70 20.71
Male n =10 2.40 - 1.20 33.80 .00 - 51.50- 12.50
Neutrel Mcdel |
Female n = 9 3.56 2.00 8.56 .11 94,11 20.67
Male n =-11 .3.45 .82 5.82 .09 99.00 18,73
" Bad Model S | |
Female n = 8 3.63 1.75 6.50 .13 99.38 10.38
Male n =12 6:08 3.42 32.08 .08 22,42

76.25



TABIE 2
Number of Ss in the Model Characterization Groups Displaying

More Aggressive () and Less Aggressive (<) than Nonaggressive Responses

Mcdel Characterization Group

Good - Neutral Bad
Aggr. ‘> Non Aggr. o 3 : 8

Ager, < Non Aggr. 8 T2 12




. TABLE 3 ' '

Number of Ss in the Model Characterization Groups
Evaluating the Model as Good, Neutral and Bad

Model Cheracterization Group

§'s Evaluation Good Neutral Bad

v of Model '
Favorable 13 .8 2
" Neutral 3 7 1

Unfavorable 1. 5 17




